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SECTION 1.0  I NTRODUCTION &  SUMMARY  

1.1 PURPOSE OF TH IS  EIR  

In conformance with the  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (Draft EIR) provides an environmental assessment of the potential impacts associated with 

construction and subsequent operation of the proposed 5037 Patata Street Industrial Development (also 

referred to herein as the ñproposed projectò). The proposed project would involve the construction and 

subsequent operation of a new warehouse and industrial development that would total 435,420 square-feet of 

floor area. The proposed development would include a new main building consisting of 435,420 square feet 

and a smaller truck maintenance building consisting of 16,173 square feet. The new tilt-up main building would 

consist of corporate offices, a warehouse, cooler space, as well as mezzanine space. The main building would 

also include a two-level office area consisting of 30,000-square-feet of floor area located in the southwestern 

corner of the main building. The warehouse portion of the main building would include a loading and storage 

area, a total of 22,000 square feet of 36Á cooler storage, and 134,400 square feet of 60Á cooler storage. The 

27.12-acre project site is located at 5037 Patata Street, within the northeastern portion of the City of South 

Gate.1 For this reason, the City of South Gate is the designated Lead Agency for this project.2 The proposed 

project is described further  herein in Section 2. 

CEQA requires that before a decision can be made to approve a discretionary project, the appropriate CEQA 

document must be prepared, circulated, and reviewed (in this case, an EIR. This EIR is intended as an 

informational document to assist decision-makers in making an informed judgement as to whether to approve 

or deny the project. This EIR is designed to inform City of South Gate staff, the Planning Commission, the City 

Council and the public  regarding the following:  

ƀ The potential environmental consequences that can be expected with the proposed projectôs 

implementation ;  

ƀ The applicable standard conditions of approval , project design measures, and/or mitigation measures 

necessary to lessen or avoid significant adverse impacts; and  

ƀ A reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would lessen or avoid any 

potential ly significant and adverse impacts of the project. 

The information contained in this EIR will be reviewed and considered by public agencies prior to the Lead 

Agencyôs making a decision to approve, reject, or modify the project. This EIR characterizes the proposed 

projectôs short-term (construction -related) impacts and analyzes its long-term (operational) impacts. The City 

of South Gate (as Lead Agency for this project) circulated a Notice of Preparation  (NOP) and an Initial Study 

for a 30-day period to inform the public and other agenc ies that a Draft EIR  will be prepared for the proposed 

project. In addition, the NOP and the Initial Study indicated the scope and extent of the environmental analysis 

that should be considered in the Draft EIR. A copy of the NOP, Initial Study, and the comment letters received 

following the conclusion of the 30 -day review period are included in Appendix A. This Draft EIR will be 

 
1 Ware Macomb. Conceptual Design Plan [Design Package Prepared for Overton Moore Properties]  February 16, 2022. 
 
2 California,  State of. California  Public Resources Code. Division  13, Chapter 2.5. Definitions.  As Amended 2001. §21067. 
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circulated for public review for a minimum of 45 days. During this 45 -day review period, agencies, the public, 

and other interested parties are requested to comment on the Draft EIR focusing on the environmental 

analysis and any identified mitigation. The City of South Gate will  then oversee the preparation of the 

responses to the individual comments received, and both the comments and Cityôs responses will be 

incorporated into the Final EIR . The Final EIR will then be considered along with the project at public 

hearings.  

1.2 OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT  

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent occupancy of a new industrial and 

warehouse development that would total 451,593 square-feet of floor area. The proposed development would 

include a new main building consisting of 435,420 square feet and a smaller truck maintenance building 

consisting of 16,173 square feet. The new tilt-up main building would consist of corporate offices, a warehouse, 

and cooler space, as well as mezzanine space. The main building would include 45,000-square-feet of office 

space located in the southwestern corner of the main building. The warehouse portion of the main building 

would include a loading and storage area, a total of 22,000 square feet of 36Á cooler storage, and 134,400 

square feet of 60Á cooler storage.3 The 27.12-acre project site is located at 5037 Patata Street, within the 

northeastern portion of the City of South Gate. For this reason, the City of South Gate is the designated Lead 

Agency for this project.4 The proposed project is described further herein in Section 2. 

1.3 I NTENDED USES OF THIS EIR  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purpose of this EIR is to serve as an informational 

document that will inform public agency decision makers and the public of the potentially significant 

environmental effects of a project, and to identify possible ways to minimize or avoid the significant effects. 

This EIR also includes an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. This EIR, in 

terms of scope and content, is consistent with Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that an EIR 

should primarily focus on the changes in the environment that would result from the proposed projectôs 

implementation and the transition of the project site from its current condition to that anticipated following 

the construction and subsequent operation of the proposed project.  

Pursuant to Section 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR will be circulated for public review for a period of 

45 days, beginning November 5, 2021 and ending December 6, 2021. Questions and/or comments should be 

submitted to the following contact person:  

Yalini  Siva, Senior Planner 

City of South Gate, Planning and Development Department 

8650 California Avenue 

South Gate, California 90280 

 

 

 
3 Ware Macomb. Conceptual Design Plan [Design Package Prepared for Overton Moore Properties]  February 16, 2022. 
 
4 California,  State of. California  Public Resources Code. Division  13, Chapter 2.5. Definitions.  As Amended 2001. §21067. 
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1.4  FORMAT OF THIS EIR  

This EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts that may result from the implementation of the 

proposed project. This EIR consists of the following sections: 

ɻ Section 1 Introduction and Summary  provides an overview of the environmental review process, 

describes the purpose of this EIR, indicates the focus of the environmental analysis, and includes a 

summary. 

ɻ Section 2 Project Description  describes the proposed project  and includes a discussion of the 

objectives the Lead Agency seeks to accomplish with the construction and subsequent operation  of the 

proposed project. This section also indicates the discretionary actions associated with the proposed 

projectôs approval. 

ɻ Section 3 Environmental  Analysis  evaluates the impacts associated with the construction and 

subsequent operation of the proposed project. The analysis considers the existing conditions with 

respect to the issue being discussed, the potential impacts related to the projectôs construction and 

subsequent operation, the level of the potential impact weighed against thresholds considered to 

represent a significant adverse impact, and measures that will be effective in reducing or eliminating 

a potential impact.  

ɻ Section 4 Other CEQA Considerations discusses the manner in which the proposed project will 

contribute to long -term impacts and cumulative impacts from related projects in the area. This section 

also indicates those issues where the impact is significant and unavoidable and describes potential 

growth-inducing impacts.   

ɻ Section 5 Alternatives Analysis  discusses various alternatives that were considered as part of the 

planning process. The impacts of a no project alternative, a design alternative, and a land use 

alternati ve are considered in this analysis. 

ɻ Section 6 References lists those individuals involved in this documentôs preparation and the primary 

references consulted in the analysis. 

ɻ The Appendices include a copy of the Initial Study, the Notice of Preparation (NOP), the responses to 

the NOP, and the various technical studies. 

1.5 FOCUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS  

As part of the environmental review for the proposed project, the Lead Agency prepared and circulated a 

Notice of Preparation that (NOP) identified those issues that would be evaluated in the EIR. The NOP provided 

the basis for determining the nature and scope of the environmental analysis that should be undertaken as 

part of the EIRôs preparation. The environmental analysis in this EIR focused on those issues where it was 

determined, as part of the Initial Study's preparation, that there was a potential for significant environmental 

impacts in the absence of mitigation.  
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The issues that were identified as requiring analysis in this EIR are listed below:  

Aesthetics (Section 3.1) 

Agriculture & Forestry Resources (Section 3.2) 

Air Quality (Section 3.3) 

Biological Resources (Section 3.4) 

Cultural Resources (Section 3.5) 

Energy (Section 3.6) 

Geology & Soils (Section 3.7) 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 3.8) 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials (Section 3.9) 

Hydrology & Water Quality (Section 3.10) 

 

Land Use & Planning (Section 3.11) 

Mineral Resources (Section 3.12) 

Noise (Section 3.13) 

Population & Housing (Section 3.14) 

Public Services (Section 3.15) 

Transportation (Section 3.16) 

Tribal Cultural Resources (Section 3.17) 

Utilities & Service Systems (Section 3.18) 

Wildfire (Section 3.19) 

 

1.6 AREAS  OF POTENTIAL CONTROVERSY  

As indicated previously in Section 1.3, the Initial Study and NOP were circulated by the City to the State 

Clearinghouse, interested agencies, and the public. The State Clearinghouse issued a project number for this 

EIR (SCH No. 2021110098). The NOP was circulated for comments beginning November 5, 2021 and ending 

December 6, 2021. A copy of the NOP and comments received on the NOP are included in Appendix A of this 

EIR. Responses to the NOP were received from the following agencies:  

ƀ South Coast Air Quality Management District  (SCAQMD); 

ƀ California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 12; and, 

ƀ Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). 

In addition, a scoping meeting was held on December 15, 2021, to discuss the proposed project with nearby 

property owners. property owners. The major issues raised by local residents and representatives from the 

City of Cudahy included traffic, noise, and potential hazardous materials associated with the former business 

that occupied the site, and emissions during construction activities. This EIR addresses each of the 

aforementioned areas of concern. 

1.7 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS  

This EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts that may result from the construction and subsequent 

operation of the proposed project. The analysis focuses on the proposed projectôs impacts for a number of issue 

areas including those identified in Section 1.5. The findings of the environmental analysis are summarized in 

Table 1-1 provided on the following pages. 
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Aesthetic Impacts 

The project site is located in the midst 
of an urban area. Surrounding land uses in 
the vicinity of the project site include the 
following:  
ƀ North of the Project site . Residential 

properties are located to the north of 
the project site. These units are located 
in the City of Cudahy and extend along 
both sides of Fostoria Street. These 
uses are all considered to be light 
sensitive. In addition, the site 
dominates the views from those homes 
located along the south side of Fostoria 
Street. 

ƀ South of the Project Site. Industrial 
uses are located adjacent to the project 
site to the south of the Patata Street 
right -of-way. These uses are located 
within the City of South Gate. These 
industrial uses are older buildings with 
metal siding. An active railroad spur 
track that serves industrial use is 
located to the south of the project site 

ƀ East of the Project Site. The Los 
Angeles River Channel is located to the 
east of the project site The Long Beach 
Freeway (I-710) extends in a north-
south orientation approximately 660 
feet east of the project site. Much of the 
area between the project site and the 
river channel is unmaintained and is 
occupied by homeless encampments 
from time to time.  

ƀ West of the Project Site. A trucking use 
is located to the west of the project site. 
Wilcox Avenue generally extends along 
the project siteôs west side. Various 
commercial and industrial land uses 
are located further west. The shoulder 
of Patata Street continuing westerly to 
Atlantic often contain trash and 
discarded debris. 
The only remaining structural 

improvements located within the project 
site includes building foundations, 
broken concrete and asphalt circulation 
and parking areas, and some 
unmaintained lanscaping. An existing 
operational cellular tower is located in the 
east-central portion of the site. Historic 
aerial photographs show that the project 
site contained structures on the western 
half of the project site dating back to 
1954. The project site has no street 
frontage and has a single point of ingress 
and egress that is located at the eastern 
terminus of Patata Street. 
 

The project site is located in the midst 
of an urbanized area. According to the City 
of South Gate General Plan Community 
Design Element, there are no significant 
and/or protected viewsheds in the 
immediate area. The Los Angeles River is 
located to the east of the project site 
though it is a fully concrete lined flood 
control channel at this location. The San 
Gabriel Mountains are located 
approximately 17 miles north of the site. 
Finally, the Pacific Ocean is located 
approximately 13.5 miles to the south of 
the project site. The views of these features 
will not be obstructed by the proposed 
project.  

During the ongoing site preparation, 
remediation, and development phases, the 
project would be required to comply with 
the applicable South Gate Municipal Code 
regulations governing property 
maintenance. The Municipal Code requires 
a construction site be maintained in a 
clean and well-kept manner. No 
component of the projectôs construction 
would conflict with these applicable 
regulations. The City of South Gateôs 
Zoning and Development Code includes 
design standards and property 
maintenance requirements and other 
visual considerations. These design 
standards would help reduce the potential 
for aesthetic conflicts. As a result, no 
significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

 

Conclusions: The long-term 
project-related aesthetic impacts 
would not be significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation is required.  

Significance after Mitigation:  
Less than Significant Impacts would 
result. 

 



CITY OF SOUTH GATE  

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL I MPACT REPORT ƀ 5037  PATATA STREET I NDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ƀ SCH#2021110098  

 

SECTION 1ƀ I NTRODUCTION  PAGE 12 

Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts (continued)  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Agriculture & Forestry Impacts 

The project site is located in the 
northeastern corner of the City of South 
Gate that consists of manufacturing and 
distribution uses. Residential development 
extends along the northern boundary of the 
project site within the corporate boundaries 
of the City of Cudahy. The project site is 
generally bounded by the Los Angeles River 
along the eastern side of the project site, 
Patata Street and the Union Pacific Railroad 
(Patata Industrial Lead line) is located to the 
south, an industrial property and Wilcox 
Avenue is located to the west, and a 
residential neighborhood is located to the 
north. There are no farmland activities or 
forestry resources currently located within 
the project site. No mapped resources are 
located in the area according to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program. 

According to the California Department 
of Conservation, the City of South Gate 
does not contain any areas of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance. The entire City is 
urban and not classified as having 
Important Farmland. The project site is 
currently zoned as M3 (Heavy 
Manufacturing ). The Cityôs General Plan 
designates the site as Industrial and the 
General Plan does not identify any 
agricultural or forestland uses within City 
boundaries. There are no agricultural uses 
currently locat ed within the site that would 
be affected by the projectôs 
implementation. Furthermore, t he 
implementation of the proposed project 
will not involve the conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance to urban uses, no 
impacts will occur.   

Conclusions: There would not be 
any impacts on this issue since there 
are no designated farmland of 
forestry uses within the project site.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Significance after Mitigation:  
No impacts would result.  

 

Air Quality Impacts 

The project site is located in the 
northeastern corner of the City of South 
Gate that consists of manufacturing and 
distribution uses. Residential development 
extends along the northern boundary of the 
project site within the corporate boundaries 
of the City of Cudahy.  

The City of South Gate and the project 
site are located in the SCAB. The SCAB is a 
6,645-square mile area bounded by the San 
Gabriel, San Bernardino, and the San 
Jacinto Mountains to the north and east, 
and the Pacific Ocean to the west. The SCAB 
includes all of Orange County and the non-
desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, 
and San Bernardino counties, along with the 
San Gorgonio Pass area of Riverside County. 
The distinctive climate of the SCAB is 
attributable to its terrain, which is a coastal 
plain  with connecting broad valleys and low 
hills, and its geographical location, which is 
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west 
and high mountains to the north, east, and 
south. The extent and severity of air 
pollution in the SCAB is a function of the 
areaôs natural physical characteristics 
(weather and topography), as well as man-
made influences (development patterns). 
Factors such as wind, sunlight, temperature, 
humidity, rainfall, and topography all affect 
the accumulation and/or dispersion of air 
polluta nts throughout the SCAB, making it 
an area of high pollution potential.  

 
 

The proposed projectôs criteria pollutant 
emissions would not exceed the 
SCAQMDôs daily thresholds of significance. 
Therefore, the project would not 
contribute to an existing air qu ality 
violation. Thus, the project would be 
consistent with the first criterion. 
Concerning Consistency Criterion No. 2, 
the AQMP contains air pollutant reduction 
strategies based on SCAGôs latest growth 
forecasts, and SCAGôs growth forecasts 
were defined in consultation with local 
governments and with reference to local 
general plans. Although the proposed 
project calls for a change in zoning, the 
change proposed is from M3 to M2. The 
General Plan designation will remain 
Industrial. The proposed Project would not 
result in a direct increase in population 
since the proposed project is not a 
residential use and would not 
accommodate any new residents. The 
proposed project is a new industrial use 
that would replace an older obsolete use 
that has been demolished. As a result, the 
project would not result in substantial 
ñunplanned growth or unaccounted 
growthò that would affect job growth 
projections used by the SCAQMD to 
develop the AQMP. 
The daily construction emissions would 

not anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds.  

The operational (long-term) emissions 
will be below the SCAQMD's daily 
emissions thresholds. 

 

Conclusions: The short-term and 
long-term air quality impacts would 
be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures: The 
analysis determined that the short -
term and long-term air quality 
impacts would be below thresholds 
that are less than significant. While 
no specific mitigation is required, 
there are a number of SCAQMD 
regulations that were identified in 
Section 3.3.2.1 that would be 
adhered to that would further reduce 
the level of emissions. Conformance 
to these rules would further reduce 
impacts to less than significant.  

Significance after Mitigation:  
The impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts (continued)  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Biological Resources Impacts 

Currently, the majority of the site is 
paved over from the former industrial 
plant. However, the eastern portion of the 
site is undeveloped. There is a well-
defined vegetated swale, which drains to 
the southeast corner of the site. The swale 
accepts runoff from the project site and 
offsite run -on from the north which 
drains to the south, then flows 
southeasterly. The swale ends near the 
southeast corner of the site where it 
appears that runoff ponds up then spills 
out into a landscape strip paralleling the 
Los Angeles River. This landscape strip 
has an existing headwall and 24ò storm 
drain which collects the runoff from the 
site, areas north of the site, the northern 
portion of the railroad right of way, and 
the slope/landscape strip west of the Los 
Angeles River. The South Gate General 
Plan 2035 states that ñthere are no known 
threatened or endangered species and 
very sparse wildlife, though migratory or 
native birds may be found in natural 
areas 

Due to the current state of the project site 
and the level of development in the 
surrounding area, the project site does not 
offer a suitable habitat for any of the 
aforementioned rare and/or endangered 
species. There are no local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations that identify 
any riparian habitat or other  sensitive 
natural community, nor does the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife identify 
any such habitat. The portions of the Los 
Angeles River that are located near to the 
project site are concrete-lined and do not 
offer suitable riparian vegetatio n for the 
aforementioned species. A review of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National 
Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper 
classifies the Los Angeles River as riverine 
but does not identify any wetlands in the 
project site.   
There would be potentially significant 

impacts on migratory avian species related 
to tree removal. 

 

Conclusions: There would be 
potentially significant impacts on 
migratory avian species related to 
tree removal. 

Mitigation Measures: The 
following mitigation measure would 
be required to reduce the projectôs 
potential impacts related to tree 
removal impacts and migratory 
birds:  

Biological Resources Mitigation 
Measure No. 1. If clearing and/or 
construction activities will occur 
during the raptor or migratory bird 
nesting season (February 15ïAugust 
15), the project contractor shall 
retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct preconstruction surveys for 
nesting birds up to 14 days before 
construction activities.  The 
qualified biologist shall survey the 
construction zone and a 500-foot 
buffer surrounding the construction 
zone to determine whether the 
activities taking place have the 
potential to disturb or otherwise 
harm nesting birds. Surveys shall be 
repeated if project activities are 
suspended or delayed for more than 
15 days during nesting season. If 
active nest(s) are identified during 
the preconstruction survey, a 
qualified biologist shall establish a 
100-foot no-activity setback for 
migratory bird nests and a 250-foot 
setback for raptor nests. No ground 
disturbance should occur within the 
no-activity setback until the nest is 
deemed inactive by the qualified 
biologist.  

Significance after Mitigation: 
The impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Cultural Resources 

Located in southeastern Los Angeles 
County, the area that would become the 
City of South Gate was a 30,000-acre land 
grant given to Antonio Maria Lugo and his 
father by King Ferdinand VII of Spain in 
1810 for their familyôs military service. 
Known as Rancho San Antonio, the grant 
was turned into a ranch focusing on cattle 
farming and agriculture. The original land 
grant was passed along and subdivided 
between descendants of the Lugo family.  

On October 12, 2021, a records search for 

the project site and a 0.5-mile radius 

beyond the project boundaries was 

conducted at the SCCIC located at California 

State University, Fullerton. The current 

inventories of the NRHP, the CRHR, the 

CHL list, the PHI list, and the California 

Built Environment Resource Directory 

(BERD) for Los Angeles County were also 

reviewed to determine the existence of 

previously documented local historical 

resources. 
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts (continued)  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Cultural Resources (Continued) 

By 1870, much of the original Rancho San 
Antonio was parceled into 40-acre tracts. 
As the size of individual holdings 
decreased, agriculture, particularly fruit 
orchards along with cauliflower, beets, 
barley, beans, and dairy farms replaced 
cattle ranching by the 1880s. The earlier 
discovery of gold in Los Angeles County 
brought an influx of migrants to the region. 
This combined with the completion of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad, the Santa Fe 
Railroad, and a rapidly growing Los 
Angeles meant that real estate prices in the 
surrounding communities soared as 
demand for housing increased. On 
September 23, 1917, Charles B. Hooper, a 
realtor, purchased large tracts of 
agricultural land to develop into housing. 
From the postwar World War II period to 
today, the City of South Gate continues to 
be a vibrant working class community 
home to 98,633 persons, many of whom 
work in local industries or commute to the 
larger Los Angeles metropolitan area. 

 

The results of the records search 
indicate that two historic resources have 
been recorded within 0.5- mile of the 
project site. Table 3-6 identified those 
recorded sites and studies that have been 
recorded within 0.5 miles of the project 
site. As indicated in the table, there are no 
recorded sites within the project 
boundaries. In addition, seven area-
specific survey reports are on file within 
0.5-mile radius; one report (LA -11993) 
addresses the project site, and two reports 
(LA-08255 and LA-04834) are 
immediately south of the project 
boundaries. This indicates that the project 
site has previously been surveyed for 
cultural resources. Based on the results of 
the records searches, archival research, 
tribal correspondence, and the pedestrian 
survey, the survey considered the potential 
for the proposed project to have an adverse 
effect on historic or prehistoric cultural 
resources to be low to moderate. The 
results from the NAHC Sacred Lands File 
search were negative for the presence of 
TCRs within the project site. No 
prehistoric resources were identified 
during the pedestrian survey.  

The cultural resources study prepared 
for the proposed project recommends that 
an Archaeologist who meets the Secretary 
of the Interiorôs Professional Qualification 
Standards for archaeology, be present to 
monitor the site during the initial removal 
of asphalt, grubbing, and prior to grading 
and trenching of the site to check for the 
inadvertent exposure of cultural materials. 
In the event exposed soils indicate cultural 
materials may be present, this may be 
followed by regular or periodic 
archaeological monitoring as determined 
by the Archaeologist. Full-time 
archaeological monitoring is not 
recommended at this time. Standard 
procedures for the inadvertent discovery of 
human remain s and cultural resources 
should be followed. 

 

Conclusions: There is a potential  
for the proposed project to have an 
adverse effect on historic or 
prehistoric cultural resources to be 
low to moderate. The results from 
the NAHC Sacred Lands File search 
were negative for the presence of 
TCRs within the project site. No 
prehistoric resources were identified 
during the pedestrian survey; 
however, the presence of unrecorded 
building foundations within the 
project boundaries increase the 
possibility that subsurfac e 
undiscovered cultural resources may 
be encountered. As a result, the 
impact would be potentially 
significant and mitigation is 
required. 

Mitigation Measures: The 
following mitigation measure would 
be required to reduce the projectôs 
potential impacts rel ated to 
potential unknown archaeological 
resources: 

Archaeological Resources 
Mitigation Measure No. 1.  an 
Archaeologist who meets the 
Secretary of the Interiorôs 
Professional Qualification Standards 
for archaeology, be present to 
monitor the site during th e initial 
removal of asphalt, grubbing, and 
prior to grading and trenching of the 
site to check for the inadvertent 
exposure of cultural materials. In 
the event exposed soils indicate 
cultural materials may be present, 
this may be followed by regular or 
periodic archaeological monitoring 
as determined by the Archaeologist. 
Full -time archaeological monitoring 
is not recommended at this time. 
Standard procedures for the 
inadvertent discovery of human 
remains and cultural resources 
should be followed. As indicated 
previously, Health and Safety Code, 
Sections 7050.5 and 7052 State 
Health and Safety Code (HSC) 
§7050.5, declares that, in the event 
of the discovery of human remains 
outside of a dedicated cemetery, all 
ground disturbance must cease, and 
the county coroner must be notified.  

Significance after Mitigation:  
The impacts would be less than 
significant . 
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts (continued)  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Energy Impacts 

Southern California Edison (SCE) 
provides electrical services in the City of 
South Gate through State-regulated public 
utility contracts. Over the past 15 years, 
electricity generation in California has 
undergone a transition. Historically, 
California has relied heavily on oil - and 
gas-fired plants to generate electricity. 
Spurred by regulatory measures and tax 
incentives, Californiaôs electrical system 
has become more reliant on renewable 
energy sources, including cogeneration, 
wind energy, solar energy, geothermal 
energy, biomass conversion, 
transformation plants, and small 
hydroelectric plants. Unlike petroleum 
production, generation of electricity is 
usually not tied to the location of the fuel 
source and can be delivered great distances 
via the electrical grid. The generating 
capacity of a unit of electricity is expressed 
in megawatts (MW). One MW provides 
enough energy to power 1,000 average 
California homes per day. Net generation 
refers to the gross amount of energy 
produced by a unit; minus the amoun t of 
energy the unit consumes. Generation is 
typically measured in megawatt-hours 
(MWh), kilowatt -hours, or gigawatt-hours.  
The Southern California Gas Company 

provides natural gas services to the City of 
South Gate. Natural gas is a hydrocarbon 
fuel found in reservoirs beneath the earthôs 
surface and is composed primarily of 
methane. It is used for space and water 
heating, process heating and electricity 
generation, and as transportation fuel. Use 
of natural gas to generate electricity is 
expected to increase in coming years 
because it is a relatively clean alternative to 
other fossil fuels like oil and coal. In 
California and throughout the western 
United States, many new electrical 
generation plants that are fired by natural 
gas are being brought online. 

The proposed project will have a total 
floor area of 424,220 square feet of floor 
area. The main buildingôs footprint would 
be 435,420 square feet and would consist 
of corporate offices, a warehouse, storage 
and cooler space, as well as mezzanine 
space. There would also be a 45,000-
square-foot office located in the 
southwestern corner of the main building. 
The warehouse portion of the main 
building would consist of a loading and 
storage area, a total of 22,000 square feet 
of 36Á cooler storage, and a total of 
134,400 square feet of 60Á cooler storage. 
The second, smaller building would consist 
of 16,173-square-feet of floor area. This 
building would be truck maintenance 
workshop that would be located at the 
southeast corner of the project site.  
The project will include 58 EV charging 

stations for automobiles, 96 EV charging 
stations will be installed at occupancy and 
62 EV charging stations for future zero 
carbon delivery vehicles. In addition, each 
dock high loading door would be provided 
with an electrical source/plug-in installed 
for EV trucks. Additionally, 69 stalls would 
be striped for Clean Air Vehicle 
vanpool/carpool/low-emitting fuel-
efficient vehicles. 

 
 

Conclusions:  The proposed 
projectôs impacts would be less 
than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Significance after Mitigation:  
The impact would be less than 
significant.  

 

Geology & Soils Impacts 

The City of South Gate is not located within 
a designated Alquist-Priolo designated fault 
zone. The Avalon-Compton Fault  is the 
closest known fault to the project site. This 
fault is located 4.7 miles to the southwest. 
The project site is not located within the 
fault zone of the Avalon-Compton Fault. 
According to the United States Geological 
Survey (USGS), liquefaction is the process 
by which water-saturated sediment 
temporarily loses strength and acts as a 
fluid. Essentially, liquefaction is the process 
by which the ground soil loses strength due 
to an increase in water pressure following 
seismic activity.  

. The geotechnical report prepared for the 
project indicated that the site is located in 
an area which is subject to strong ground 
motion due to earthquakes. Due to 
economic considerations, it is not 
generally considered reasonable to design 
a structure that is not susceptible to 
earthquake damage. Therefore, significant 
damage to structures may be unavoidable 
during l arge earthquakes. The proposed 
structure would, however, be designed to 
resist structural collapse and thereby 
provide reasonable protection from serious 
injury, catastrophic property damage and 
loss of life.   

Conclusions: The proposed project 
would not be exposed to any fault 
rupture hazards risk  and the risk from 
ground-shaking and liquefaction 
onsite is no greater than that for the 
surrounding area..  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation beyond the standard 
design and structural engineering 
design measures identified . 

Significance after Mitigation: 
Impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts (continued)  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Geology & Soils Impacts (Continued) 

Although t he project site is located in an 
area that is subject to liquefaction, the 
proposed project involves modern 
construction techniques that will reflect 
the latest building codes.  

According to the California Department 
of Conservation. all of South Gate is 
considered at an elevated risk for 
liquefaction due to the soil types that 
underlie the site (artificial fill and natural 
alluvium) and a high -water table (less than 
40 feet below the surface). The generally 
flat topography of South Gate indicate that 
underlie the sites that the City does not 
have an elevated risk associated with 
landslides. However, the community faces 
the possibility of small landslides along the 
Los Angeles River, drainage channels, or 
other areas where steep slopes occur.  

 

  

Greenhouse Gas Impacts 

GHG differ from criteria or toxic air 
pollutants in that the GHG emissions do 
not cause direct adverse human health 
effects. Rather, the direct environmental 
effect of GHG emissions is the increase in 
global temperatures, which in turn has 
numerous impacts on the environment 
and humans. Some examples of observed 
changes include shrinking glaciers, 
thawing permafrost, late freezing, early 
break-up of ice on rivers and lakes, a 
lengthened growing season, shifts in plant 
and animal ranges, and earlier flowering 
of trees. These man-made GHG will have 
the effect of warming atmospheric 
temperatures with the attendant impacts 
of changes in the global climate, increased 
sea levels, and changes to the worldwide 
biome. 

The Greenhouse Gas Inventory was 
conducted separately for municipal 
sources (resulting from City operations) 
and community sources (resulting from 
transportation, building energy use, and 
waste produced by all South Gate 
residents). Total municipal emissions in 
South Gate (8,678 metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (MTCO2E) are only 
around 1.5% of the amount of total 
community emissions (575,206 metric 
tons MTCO2E. Of community emissions, 
51.5% came from residential and 
commercial building energy use, 41.4% 
came from transportation within city 
limits,  and 7.1% came from waste 
produced by residents.  

 
 

Project construction activities would 
generate emissions of CO2, CH4 and N20 
and these construction-source emissions 
are quantified and amortized over the life 
of the proposed project. Project 
construction-source GHG emissions were 
amortized over a 30-year period and 
added to the annual operational-source 
GHG emissions of the project. The 
proposed projectôs operations would 
result in emissions of CO2, CH4, and 
N2O from the primary sources including 
the following: area sources, energy 
sources, and mobile sources. The amount 
of electricity required to convey, treat and 
distribute water depends on the volume 
of water as well as the sources of the 
water. The proposed project and uses will 
also result in the generation and disposal 
of solid waste. GHG emissions from 
landfills are associated with the anaerobic 
breakdown of solid waste disposed at the 
land fill.   

The SCAQMD has adopted interim 
GHG thresholds for development projects 
within the South Coast Air Basin. 
According to the SCAQMD, the 
thresholds for industrial projects are 
10,000 MTCO2E per year. Table 3-8 
summarizes annual greenhouse gas 
(CO2E) emissions from build-out of the 
proposed project. The CO2E total GHG 
emissions for the project is 28,357 
pounds per day or 12.66 MTCO2E per 
day. This translates into an annual 
emission of 4,621 MTCO2E, which is 
below the aforementioned threshold of 
10,000 MTCO2E for industrial projects.  

Conclusions: The total GHG 
emissions for the project is 28,357 
pounds per day or 12.66 MTCO2E 
per day. This translates into an 
annual emission of 4,621 MTCO2E, 
which is below the aforementioned 
threshold of 10,000 MTCO2E for 
industrial projects. The analysis 
determined tha t the proposed 
projectôs GHG impacts would be 
less than significant with 
adherence the low impact 
development (LID) requirements 
(drought tolerant landscaping, 
water efficient appliances, and 
energy efficient appliances) and 
compliance to Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) 
requirements.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation is required beyond the 
standard design measures. 

Significance after Mitigation:  
Impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials Impacts 

The site was formerly occupied by 
Armstrong World Industries, Inc. 
(Armstrong). Armstrongôs operations 
involved the production of commercial and 
residential linoleum floor tiles. . Soon after 
construction, the plant was used to 
manufacture resilient flooring. Chemical 
use at the site have included asbestos, used 
as a filler in the vinyl floor tiles, 
chlorinated volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), namely 1,1,1-trichloroet hane (1,1,1- 
TCA) used in the former coating line 
(discontinued in approximately 1993); 
nonchlorinated VOCs, including methyl 
ethel ketone (MEK) used as a cleaning 
solvent; semi-VOCs (SVOCs), including 
diisononyl phthalate (DINP) and butyl 
benzyl phthalate (BBP) in liquid oils used 
as a plasticizer; polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) used in cooking oils in four pad-
mounted transformers; and petroleum 
hydrocarbons used as fuels and lubricating 
oils. Previous investigations have shown no 
detectable to low concentrations of non -
chlorinated VOCs, petroleum 
hydrocarbons, SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. 
Concentrations of chlorinated VOCs in soil 
gas and groundwater have been discovered 
at the site, along with asbestos containing 
soil and buried tile chips, and asbestos-
containing building materials (ACBMs).  

The project site is also located within a 
regional VOC groundwater plume, known 
as the ñNortheast 710 (NE710) Study 
Area.ò  

The DTSC is actively pursuing potential 
responsible parties (PRPs) who may have 
impacted groundwater with VOCs due to 
historical land uses. Regional groundwater 
is reported to be impacted with 
trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachloroethylene 
(PCE), 1,1-dichlorothane (1,1-DCA), 1,1-
dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), 1,2-
dichloroethane (1,2-DCA), cis-1,2- 
dichloroet hene (cis-1,2-DCE), vinyl 
chloride, chromium, arsenic, and nickel. 
Due to the regional groundwater issue and 
reported use of VOCs at the site, 
Armstrong entered into a Corrective Action 
Consent Agreement (CACA) in January 
2020 with the DTSC to investigate possible 
on-site sources and determine if 
Armstrong is a responsible party to this 
regional issue. During investigations 
completed at the site, five groundwater 
monitoring wells were installed and 
monitored. Groundwater has been 
measured at a depth of approximately 60 
feet below the ground surface (bgs).  

The Department of Toxic Substances 
(DTSC) reviewed the Interim Measures 
Workplan (Workplan) that was submitted 
by Ardent Environmental Group, Inc. on 
behalf of the owner of the property. 
Hazardous substances documented as 
having been used and/or stored on the site 
include, but are not limited to volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), such as 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane, trichloroethylene, and 
vinyl acetate; semi-volatile organic 
compounds; metals (primarily lead, 
mercury, and zinc), and asbestos. Based on 
site investigation activities conducted at 
the site, small quantities of broken tile are 
present on the western part of the Site 
where manufacturing took place. The 
eastern portion of the Site is unpaved, and 
waste floor tile was reportedly disposed in 
this area.  

The Workplan was submitted on April 2, 
2021 to present the proposed scope of 
work and estimated schedule to remediate 
subsurface asbestos-containing soil and 
tile chips by excavation and off-site 
disposal in preparation for future 
redevelopment of the Site. Based on 
DTSCôs review of the Workplan, DTSC 
recommended that additional samples be 
collected in several areas prior to 
conducting the removal action. Armstrong 
and the State of California Environmental 
Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
entered into a Corrective Action Consent 
Agreement (CACA) under which 
Armstrong agreed to investigate potential 
releases of hazardous materials at the site 
under the oversight of DTSC.  

A Human Health Risk Assessment 
(HHRA) was performed to evaluate the 

potential risks to current and future 
commercial workers at the Site and to 

residents north of the Site due to the vapor 
intrusion pathway based on soil vapor 

samples collected at the Site (Appendix D). 
The HHRA was performed using results of 
soil vapor sampling conducted at the Site 
in 2020 and 2021. The HHRA evaluated 
potential exposures for current/future 
onsite commercial/industrial workers, 

current offsite residents, and hypothetic al 
future onsite residents. The hypothetical 

future onsite resident scenario was used to 
be conservative, although the Site will 

remain commercial/industrial use for the 
foreseeable future.  

Conclusions: The analysis 
indicated that the projectôs 
implementation would not result in 
any significant adverse impacts 
with the implementation of the 
following recommendations:  
ƀ The project Applicant must 

continue completing 
investigations and monitoring 
activities requested by DTSC.  

ƀ Prior to redevelopment, any 
remaining asbestos-
containing soil and floor tile 
must be remediated by 
excavation and off-site 
disposal. This work will need 
to be completed under the 
direction of the DTSC and 
SCAQMD, and in accordance 
with any pertinent 
requirements. The excavation, 
loading, and transportation of 
the impacted soil is assumed 
to be completed over a 76-day 
period (16 weeks) at a rate of 
approximately 400 yd3 per 
day (approximately equivalent 
to 600 tons per day). 

ƀ Prior to finalizing demolition, 
ACBMs must be removed by a 
State-licensed contractor. A 
comprehensive LBP survey 
should be completed to 
determine whether LBP is 
present. If present, LBP 
should be stabilized prior to 
demolition.  

ƀ Due to the historical 
industrial use, a Soil 
Management Plan (SMP) 
must be prepared and 
implemented during 
redevelopment activities to 
address potential soils 
contamination.  

ƀ Although there is a low 
likelihood that VOCs in soil 
vapor will present a human 
health risk through vapor 
intrusion, Future buildings 
must be constructed with 
vapor control systems (e.g., 
vapor barrier) for 
precautionary measures.  

ƀ Groundwater monitoring 
wells and soil vapor probes 
may be removed with 
concurrence by DTSC. These 
need to be protected for future 
monitoring if DTSC closure 
has not been obtained before 
redevelopment. 
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Hazards & Hazardous Materials Impacts (Continued) 

On-site groundwater flow direction has 
been variable over the past year, although 
generally flows in a south to southwesterly 
direction.  

The majority of the asbestos buried on-
site is in the form of a non-friable tile chip, 
however, friable asbestos in discrete soil 
cannot be completely ruled out. Based on 
the review of these data, there are four 
discrete areas on the site with non-friable 
asbestos containing tile chips and/or 
friable asbestos containing soil (designated 
as ñAreas 1, 2, 3, and 4ò). Areas 1, 2, and 4 
are located within the western portion of 
the site and were the result of accidental 
spillage of tile chips at times when these 
areas were unpaved. Investigations in 
Areas 1, 2, and 4 have shown sporadic tile 
chips ranging in depth from surface to 
approximately 2 feet. Area 3 is located in 
the eastern portion which was used to 
historically dispose of tile chips. The tile 
chips were reportedly disposed of on this 
parcel and spread to the eastern portion of 
the lot. As would be expected, 
investigations have shown a continuous 
layer of tile chips at shallow depths in the 
eastern portion of the site, with sporadic 
chips in deeper depths. Based on 
investigations completed in this area of the 
site, tile chips have been identified in a 
small swatch of land along the eastern 
property line at depths of up to 3 feet bgs. 
Asbestos containing soil and tile chips 
would be considered an REC. It should be 
noted that surficial chips were also noted 
east of the site, between the eastern 
property line and the Los Angeles River. 
Remediation of these soils will also need to 
be completed with the approval of the 
adjacent property owner. Based on 
previous asbestos surveys, ACBMs have 
been identified at the site. Based on the 
date of construction of some of the 
remaining on -site buildings such as the 
guard shack, lead-based paint (LBP) may 
also be present. 

 

Potential human health risks were 

evaluated by comparing the maximum 

concentrations detected at each sample 

location and at each sample depth. The 

results of this HHRA indicate that vapor 

intrusion cumulative cancer risks and 

noncancer hazards for current/future 

commercial/industrial workers exceed the 

target risk levels at several locations when 

using the conservative EPA default AF of 

0.03. In contrast, only one location 

(SVP10) had a cumulative cancer risk 

exceeding the target risk of 1×10-5 

commonly used for managing 

commercial/industrial sites in California 

based on the DTSC 2011 default AF 0.001. 

And although the cumulative risks at SVP-

10 for the deeper samples (at 15, 30, and 

45 ft bgs) were slightly above 1×10-5 , the 

cumulative risk f or the shallow (5 ft bgs) 

samples at SVP-10 were below 1×10-5 . 

Additionally, the adjacent building is a 

large, poorly sealed, corrugated metal 

walled warehouse with windows, doors 

and vents that are open to the outdoors 

during operations. The planned 

installation of vapor intrusion mitigation 

measures (e.g., a vapor barrier) during 

future construction will result in even 

lower estimated risks. Therefore, it is 

unlikely that VOC concentrations in soil 

vapor at the Site would pose a health risk 

to current or  future onsite workers.  

Mitigation Measures: The 
following mitigation measure would 
be required to reduce the projectôs 
potential impacts related to 
potential hazardous materials 
impacts: 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials Mitigation Measure No. 
1. The project Applicant must 
continue completing investigations 
and monitoring activities requested 
by DTSC.  

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials Mitigation Measure No. 
2. Prior to redevelopment, any 
remaining asbestos-containing soil 
and floor tile must be remediated by 
excavation and off-site disposal. This 
work will need to be completed 
under the direction of the DTSC and 
SCAQMD, and in accordance with 
any pertinent requirements.  

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials Mitigation Measure No. 
3. Prior to finalizing de molition, 
ACBMs should be removed by a 
State-licensed contractor. A 
comprehensive LBP survey shall be 
completed of the remaining 
buildings (such as the guard shack) 
to determine whether LBP is 
present. If present, LBP should be 
stabilized prior to demoliti on.  

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials Mitigation Measure No. 4  
Due to the historical industrial use, a 
Soil Management Plan (SMP) must 
be prepared and implemented 
during redevelopment activities to 
address potential soils 
contamination.  

Hazards and Hazardo us 
Materials Mitigation Measure No. 
5. Although there is a low likelihood 
that VOCs in soil vapor will present 
a human health risk through vapor 
intrusion, Future buildings must be 
constructed with vapor control 
systems (e.g., vapor barrier) for 
precautionary measures.  

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials Mitigation Measure No. 
6. Groundwater monitoring wells 
and soil vapor probes may be 
removed with concurrence by DTSC. 
These need to be protected for future 
monitoring if DTSC closure has not 
been obtained before 
redevelopment. 

Significance after Mitigation: 
Less than significant with 
mitigation.  
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Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Hydrology & Water Quality Impacts  

The project site is underlain by 
Holocene-age alluvial deposits consisting of 
silt, clay, and discontinuous lenses of sand.  
These sediments represent river system 
deposits derived from the ancestral Los 
Angeles and Rio Hondo Rivers.  The Upper 
Pleistocene-age Lakewood Formation 
consists predominantly of fine -grained silt 
and clay while the lower portion of the 
Lakewood formation contains greater 
percentages of sand with some gravel lenses.  
The Lower Pleistocene-age San Pedro 
Formation extends from a depth  of 
approximately 275 to 1,200 feet below 
ground surface (bgs) and consists of marine 
and continental gravel, sand, sandy silt, silt, 
and clay.  Water supply in the city is derived 
from local groundwater wells operated and 
maintained by the California Wate r Service 
Company and imported water from the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  The 
regional ground water flow direction is to the 
west (LA-DPW, Coastal Plain Deep Aquifer 
Groundwater Contour Map for Fall of 
1994).   

In the existing condition, the majority of 
the site is paved and was previously over as an 
industrial plant. The former manufacturing 
building has been demolished and the site is 
now undeveloped land. There is a well-
defined vegetated swale, which appears to 
drain the site. The swale accepts runoff 
from the project site and conveys south, 
then southeasterly towards the southeast 
corner of the site. The swale dead ends near 
the southeast corner. The runoff must pond 
up then it spills out into the landscape strip 
paralleling the Los Angeles River. This 
landscape strip has a headwall with a 24" 
storm drain which collects the runoff from the 
site, from the northern portion of the railroad 
right of way, and the landscape strip west of 
the Los Angeles River. The total 50-year 
peak flow rate from the site including the 
offsite runoff tributary to the 24" pipe 
downstream is approximately 21.5 cfs. (20.0 
cfs. + 1.5 cfs.). which is less than the allowable 
discharge (27.1 cfs). Therefore, runoff from the 
site at proposed condition does not adversely 
affect the runoff discharge that drains to the 
existing 24" pipe downstream. 

Title 6 ï Health and Sanitation, Chapter 
6.67 ï Storm Drains of the City of South 
Gate Municipal Code regulates the 
discharge of stormwater within the City. 
According to the aforementioned chapter, 
the project Applicant shall submit an LID 
plan to the department of community 
development prior to the submittal of an 
application for the first planning or 
building approval for a new planning The 
project applicant will be required to 
prepare a LID plan which implements set 
LID standards and practices for 
stormwater pollution mitigation and 
provides documentation to demonstrate 
compliance with the municipal NPDES 
permit on the plans and permit application 
submitted to the City.   

The site is proposed to be developed 
with a single warehouse type building. 
There will be a truck yard along the east 
and south sides of the building, vehicle 
parking will be along the west and north of 
the building. The runoff will be collected in 
a series of catch basins. The site is being 
developed with a single warehouse type 
building . The runoff will be collected in a 
series of catch basins. The storm drain will 
convey the runoff towards the southeast 
corner of the site. The 50-year storm event 
flow rate for the site is approximately 
65 cfs. which is higher than the 
allowable condition (27.1 cfs.). Detention 
is required onsite to limit discharge from 
the site. An offsite runoff (Area 1C 1.85 
acres) north of the site will drain easterly 
and traverses south to a proposed swale 
adjacent to the easterly property and 
conveyed to an 24" pipe southeast of the 
site and ultimately discharged to Los 
Angeles River. The 50-year peak flow rate 
at this location is approximately 1.5 cfs. 
undetained. Adherence to the construction 
BMPs identified in the Low Impact 
Development (LID) wil l reduce potential 
construction related impacts to levels that 
are less than significant. These BMPs may 
include but not be limited to the use of 
bioswales, bioretention areas, organic 
filters, and sandbags to control water 
velocity. The implementation of the 
proposed project will not result in a 
violation in water quality standards or 
discharge requirements because the 
project Applicant will be required to 
implement the construction and 
operational Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) identified in the mandato ry LID 
plan. As a result, the potential impacts are 
considered to be less than significant.   

 

Conclusions: The analysis 
determined that adherence to the 
construction BMPs identified in the 
Low Impact Development (LID), will 
reduce potential construction 
related impacts to levels that are less 
than significant. Furthermore, t he 
implementation of the proposed 
project will not result in a violation 
in water quality standards or 
discharge requirements since the 
project Applicant will be required to 
implement the construction and 
operational BMPs identified in the 
mandatory LID plan. As a result, the 
potential impacts are considered to 
be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures: No 
additional mitigation is required 
beyond the adherence of Titl e 6 ï 
Health and Sanitation, Chapter 6.67 
ï Storm Drains of the City of South 
Gate Municipal Code regulates the 
discharge of stormwater within the 
City. The project applicant will be 
required to prepare a LID plan 
which implements set LID standards 
and practices for stormwater 
pollution mitigation and provides 
documentation to demonstrate 
compliance with the municipal 
NPDES permit on the plans and 
permit application submitted to the 
City.   

Significance after Mitigation:  
The impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Land Use Impacts 

The site was formerly occupied by 
Armstrong World Industries, Inc. 
(Armstrong). Armstrongôs operations 
involved the production of commercial 
and residential linoleum floor tiles. The 
facility employed approximately 140 full 
time equivalent staff when the business 
was operational. The Armstrong facility 
comprised of approximately 220,000 
square feet under roof while 
manufacturing operations were conducted 
in a two-story building occupying 
approximately 120,000 -square feet of 
floor space. The manufacturing and 
warehouse operations (approximately 
54,000 -square feet) were conducted 
within the same building, which is 
comprised of several building additions 
constructed over time. Additional 
structures on site consisted of an 
approximately 5,000 -square foot office 
building and a small boiler house located 
to the north of the manufacturing 
building. All of these structural 
improvements have been demolished.  
The only remaining structural 

improvements located wthin the project 
site includes building foundations, broken 
concrete and asphalt circulation and 
parking areas, and some unmaintained 
lanscaping. An existing operational cellular 
tower is located in the east-central portion 
of the site. Historic aerial photographs 
show that the project site contained 
structures on the western half of the project 
site dating back to 1954. The project site 
has no street frontage and has a single 
point of ingress and egress that is located at 
the eastern terminus of Patata Street. The 
project site is currently zoned as Heavy 
Manufacturing (M-3)and is designated as 
Heavy Industrial in the General Plan. The 
M3 zone district permits a wide range of 
heavy industrial land uses and is intended 
to implement the manufacturing  
distribution place type designation of the 
general plan. This zone includes uses such 
as industrial, manufacturing, large -scale 
warehouse, distribution, or logistics 
facilities. The heavy manufacturing M3 
zone is intended to provide a setting for the 
most intensive industrial and 
manufacturing activities, providing a n 
employment and export base for the 
community. Heavy industrial activities are 
intended to be the primary land use in this 
zone, and should be designed to protect the 
productivity of the industrial activities and 
minimize impacts on surrounding uses. 
Finally, the M3 zone is intended to 
implement, and is consistent with, the 
manufacturing/distribution place type 
designation of the South Gate General Plan. 

 

The proposed project would consist of 
451,593 square feet. This floor area would 
include 435,420 square feet for the main 
building and a 16,173 square foot truck 
maintenance building. building The former 
Armstrong manufacturing facility 
consisted of approximately 394,000 square 
feet of floor area in the main buildings. 
These former improvements have been 
demolished and will be replaced by the 
proposed project. The proposed project 
will occupy the site that was formerly 
occupied by the former Armstrong plant. 
The proposed project will be confined to 
the current property and, as a result, the 
project would no t divide an existing 
community.  

 The analysis determined that the 
proposed project would not result in a 
significant environmental impact related to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect. 

 
 

 

Conclusions: The analysis 
determined that the proposed 
project would not result in a 
significant environmental impact 
related to a conflict with any land 
use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental 
effect. 

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Significance after Mitigation:  
No impacts would result.  
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Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Mineral Resources Impacts 

According to the California Department 

of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas, and 

Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) Well 

Finder, there are no existing or former oil 

wells and/or mineral extraction activities 

located within the project site  

There are no mineral, oil, or energy 
extraction and/or generation activities are 
located within the project site. As a result, 
the proposed project will not interfere with 
any resource extraction activity. Therefore, 
no impacts will  result from the 
implementation of the proposed project.   

Conclusions: The projectôs 
implementation would not result in 
any impact related to mineral 
extraction activities. As a result, no 
impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Significance after Mitigation:  
No impacts would result.  

Noise Impacts 

To characterize the existing noise 
environment, a series of onsite noise 
measurements were taken during a 
weekday period (Monday, June 27) at two 
locations. The noise measurements were 
taken during the late afternoon (5:30 PM) 
and night -time (9:00 PM) peri ods. An 
Extech Model 407730 Digital Sound 
Meter was used to conduct the noise 
measurements. A series of 100 discrete 
intervals  were recorded at two separate 
locations (referred  to herein as Location 1 
and Location 2). Location 1 was located in 
the southern portion of the site and 
Location 2 was positioned within the  
central portion of the site. The 
measurements were captured five feet 
above the ground surface. The 
measurements taken at Locations 1 and 2 
were collected free from any obstructions. 

 
The measurements were taken on a 

Wednesday morning at 9:45 AM. As 

indicated  previously, the L50 noise level 

represents the noise level that is exceeded 
50 percent of the time. Half the  time the 
noise level exceeds this level and half the 
time the noise level is less than this level. 
The average noise levels during  the 
measurement period were 66.5 dBA for  
Location 1 and 60.5 dBA for Location 2. 
The ambient noise environment was 
relatively quiet given the siteôs 
undeveloped character. The ambient 
noise environment was dominated by 
machinery noise from the nearby Shultz 
Steel facility and a business located to the 
northwest of the site. Traffic noise from 
Atlantic Avenue, the adjacent roadways, 
and overflying aircraft were secondary 
sources of noise. Backup alarms from 
equipment at Shultz Steel were a 
continuous source of noise during the 
daytime period. Compressor noise from 
the nearby truck yard was the dominant 
and continuous noise source at location 2. 

 

During the building construction 
phases, relatively high groundborne noise 
levels noise levels would be generated by 
the operation of heavy-duty trucks, 
backhoes, bulldozers, excavators, front-
end loaders, scrapers, and other heavy 
duty construction equipm ent. Point 
sources of noise emissions are attenuated 
by a factor of 6 dBA per a doubling of 
distance from the noise source.  

The construction noise thresholds were 
taken from the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment. A 
significant construction noise threshold 
impact if construction noise exceeds 80 
dBA at a sensitive receptor. These noise 
levels could intermittently occur for a few 
days when construction equipment is 
operating closest to the residential uses. 
The remainder of the time, the 
construction noise levels would be much 
less because the equipment would be 
working further away fr om the existing 
sensitive uses. 

A reference noise level measurement 
for cold storage loading dock activities 
was collected to represent the truck 
idling/reefer activity at a neighboring 
receiving dock next to the offices of 
Blodgett Baylosis Environmental 
Planning. The truck idling activity 
reference noise level measurement was 
taken adjacent to the parking position 
with a direct line of site. During the 
measurement period, the recorded noise 
levels were 65.2 dBA dBA at a uniform 
distance of 50 feet. This represents a 
worst case since the line of sight between 
the proposed projectôs loading docks and 
the homes will be obstructed by the new 
building. In addition, the distance 
between the receiving area and the homes 
will be at least 200 feet with no direct li ne 
of sight. 

 

Conclusions: The analysis 
determined that during construction 
phases, mitigation would be 
required to reduce construction 
noise levels. The analysis 
determined that the proposed 
projectôs operational noise impacts 
would require mitigation to address 
roof top equipment and after hour 
truck movements along the north 
side of the building.  
 
Mitigation Measures: The 
following mitigation measures 
focus on ways to further reduce 
construction noise levels at the 
nearest sensitive receptors so that 
the impacts would be less than 
significant:  
ƀNoise Mitigation Measure No. 1.  
Construction staging areas must be 
located within the  southern portion  
of the project site, at least 500 feet 
east of the project siteôs northern 
boundary away from the noise 
sensitive receptors. 
ƀNoise Mitigation Measure No. 2.  
The use of Tier IV rated 
construction equipment must be 
used during demolition, site 
preparation, and construction 
activities.  
ƀNoise Mitigation Measure No. 3.  
The Applicant must notify  local 
residents regarding construction  
times and local contact information  
by placing a notice in  the form  of a 
sign along the project siteôs 
boundaries in prominent locations.   
ƀNoise Mitigation Measure No. 4.  
Construction shall be prohibited 
from taking place between the 
hours of eight p.m. and seven a.m. 
on weekdays, including  Saturday, or 
at any time on Sunday or a federal 
holiday. 
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Noise Impacts (Continued) 

  

ƀNoise Mitigation Measure No. 5.  
All building equipment located on 
the roof areas (air conditioning, 
compressors, and other stationary 
noise sources) shall be fully 
enclosed.  
ƀNoise Mitigation Measure No. 6.  
Truck traffic will not be permitted 
to use the drive aisle located to the 
north  of the new building between 
7:00 PM and 7:00 AM.  
 

Significance after Mitigation: 

No impacts would result.  

Population & Housing Impacts 

The site was formerly occupied by 
Armstrong World Industries, Inc. 
(Armstrong). Armstrongôs operations 
involved the production of commercial 
and residential linoleum floor tiles. The 
Armstrong facility comprised of 
approximately 220,000 square feet under 
roof while manufacturing operations 
were conducted in a two-story building 
occupying approximately 120,000 -square 
feet of floor space. When the facility was 
operational, it employed 140 full -time 
employees. The project site is currently 
zoned as Heavy Manufacturing (M-3)and 
is designated as Heavy Industrial in the 
General Plan. 

No housing units are located within the 
project site. The former Armstrong 
manufacturing facility consisted of 
approximately 394,000 square feet of floor 
area in the main buildings. These former 
improvements have been demolished and 
would be replaced by the proposed project. 
The proposed project will occupy the site 
that was formerly occupied by the former 
Armstrong plant. The proposed 
improvements will be confined to the 
current prope rty. Growth-inducing 
impacts are generally associated with the 
provision of urban services to an 
undeveloped or rural area. Based on the 
analysis, the proposed project would not 
result in any growth inducing impacts. As a 
result, no impacts would occur. 

Conclusions: The proposed 
projectôs implementation would not 
result in any growth -inducing 
impacts. As a result, no impacts 
would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Significance after Mitigation:  
No impacts would result.  

 

Population & Housing Impacts  

The site was formerly occupied by 
Armstrong World Industries, Inc. 
(Armstrong). Armstrongôs operations 
involved the production of commercial 
and residential linoleum floor tiles. The 
Armstrong facility comprised of 
approximately 220,000 square feet 
under roof while manufacturing 
operations were conducted in a two-
story building occupying approximately 
120,000-square feet of floor space. 
When the facility was operational, it 
employed 140 full-time employees. The 
project site is currently zoned as Heavy 
Manufacturing (M-3)and is designated 
as Heavy Industrial in the General Plan. 
There are no housing units located 
within the project site. No such uses are 
permitted under the siteôs current 
zoning 

The Armstrong facility employed 140 
full -time employees when it was 
operational. As indicated previously, the 
proposed project is anticipated to employ 
between 250 and 300 persons once it is 
operational. It is also important to note 
that the Cityôs current unemployment rate 
as of July 2022 is 5.3% which means that 
2,200 persons are actively seeking work. 
As a result, there are more than adequate 
numbers of local members of the lo0cal 
workforce available to meet the anticipated 
employment demand for the proposed 
project. Based on the above analysis, the 
proposed project would not result in any 
growth inducing impacts. As a result, no 
impacts would occur. 

 

Conclusions: There are no housing 
units on-site and, as a result, no 
displacement impacts would result.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Sign ificance after Mitigation:  No 
impacts would result.  
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Public Service Impacts 

The Los Angeles County Fire 
Department (LACFD) provides fire 
protection and first responder emergency 
medical services to the City of South Gate. 
There are two fire stations within the City 
of South Gate in close proximity to the 
project site. Fire Station 54 is located at 
4867 Southern Avenue and is staffed at all 
times by one captain, one engineer, one 
firefighter, and three paramedics. This 
station is located approximately 1.0 miles 
from the site. Fire Station 57 is located at 
5720 Gardendale Street, and is staffed by 
one captain, one engineer and two 
firefighters. A battalion chief oversees both 
fire stations. This station is located 
approximately 4.1 miles from the project 
site. According to the South Gate General 
Plan, there are 35 fire department 
personnel distributed over three shifts. The 
average response time is 4 minutes and 58 
seconds for emergency calls, and 7 minutes 
and 6 seconds for non-emergency calls. 
The average response times for the LACFD 
Countywide for EMS calls is 7 minutes, 13 
minutes and 5 mnutes,23 seconds for 
structural fires.  

The South Gate Police Department (SGPD) 
provides law enforcement services in the 
City of South Gate. The Department 
operates out of its headquarters at 8620 
California Avenue, as well as a substation in 
the El Paseo Shopping Center. The Police 
Station is located approximately 1.5 miles to 
the west of the site. The City is considering a 
ñCity Hall Annexò to include a Police 
Department substation adjacent to the 
proposed Gateway Development near the 
intersection of Atlantic Avenue and 
Firestone Boulevard. The According to the 
South Gate General Plan, the SGPD has 97 
sworn officers, including 1 chief, 3 captains, 
5 lieutenants, 11 sergeants and 77 police 
officers. Currently, the ratio of police per 
thousand people is 0.9. The national 
average target staffing ratio is 2.0 officers 
per thousand. The SGPD has a goal of 
achieving a ratio of 1.0 officers per thousand 
residents. The Department also has 45 
unsworn positions, which includes 
administrators, dispatchers, and public 
safety officers. Approximately 30,000 
students attend some type of educational 
facility in the City.  

The City and the project site are located 
within the attendance boundaries of the Los 
Angeles Unified School District. The nearest 
school campus to the project site is Park 
Elementary School located in the City of 
Cudahy. This campus is located 
approximately 700 feet to the north of the 
project site.  

Once occupied, the proposed use may 
result in an incremental increase in calls 
for service. This increased demand is 
due to the introduction of more 
occupants The Armstrong facility 
employed 140 full-time employees when 
it  was operational. As indicated 
previously, the proposed project is 
anticipated to employ between 250 and 
300 persons once it is operational)  onto 
the site upon project completion. Under 
CEQA, service demand in and of itself 
does not constitute an environmental 
impact unless such demand causes a 
physical change to the environment. The 
increase in occupants (250 to 300 new 
employees) on the site is not anticipated 
to result in an increase in demand for 
fire protection services high enough to 
trigger the need to physically construct 
new fire protection facilities given that 
the new facility would replace an older 
obsolete plant facility. As a condition of 
City approval, the development project 
would be required to meet all access, 
water, and fire protection system 
requirements, per the Building Code, 
and the California Fire Code as well as 
all other applicable City Codes. 

The development site would be 
designed in compliance with the City of 
South Gate Building Code, which adopts 
by reference the CBSC. The CBSC 
includes emergency access requirements 
which would minimize site safety 
hazards and potential operational 
impacts to police services. The increase 
in the commuting workforce associated 
with the new warehouse could result in 
increased vehicle accidents, calls for 
emergency medical service, and 
reported crimes in the area, all of which 
may lead to an increase in the demand 
for police services on the site and in the 
surrounding area.  

Under CEQA, service demand in and 
of itself does not constitute an 
environmental impact unless such 
demand causes a physical change to the 
environment. There is no aspect of the 
projectôs design or operation that would 
result in the need to construct new 
school facilities Pursuant to Government 
Code Sections 65995.5ï 65998, school 
districts may collect fees to offset the 
costs associated with increasing school 
capacity. The provisions of SB-50, by 
statute, the payment of a statutory fee by 
developers serves as the total mitigation 
of the potential impact of a development 
on school facilities pursuant to CEQA. 

Conclusions: The analysis 
determined that the proposed 
projectôs implementation the 
impacts would be less than 
significant related fire protection, 
law enforcement, schools, or other 
public facilities.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation is required.  

Significance after Mitigation:  
Less than significant Impacts. 
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Transportation Impacts 

The project site provides its access   via 
three truck  routes: Patata Street, 
Atlantic  Avenue, and Firestone 
Boulevard.  
ƀ Patata Street  is an east- westerly 

truck route with one lane in each 
direction. On -street parking is 
permitted  except near the 
intersection  with  Atlantic  Avenue. 
The posted speed limit  is 35 mph. 

ƀ Atlantic  Avenue has three 
northbound  lanes and two 
southbound lanes, separated by 
raised medians. Multiple left -turn 
lanes are provided at major 
intersections along with on -street 
parking. Atlantic  Avenue has been 
identified  as a truck  route within  City 
of South Gate boundaries. The posted 
speed limit is 35 mph. South Gate 
General Plan 2035 has identified  in  
the Implementation  Actions that 
Atlantic  Avenue should be widened 
from  four  lanes to six lanes 
throughout the City.  

ƀ Atlantic Avenue  has two lanes in 
each direction separated by painted 
islands and two-way-left -turn lanes. 
The posted speed limit is 35 mph in 
the project vicinity. On -street parking 
is generally permitted for both 
approaches on Atlantic Avenue south 
of Firestone Boulevard. Onstreet 
parking is permitted on Atlantic 
Avenue for the northbound approach 
only between Mason Street and the 
railroad tracks with the following 
restrictions: No parking Proposed 10 
from 3 PM to 6 PM Monday through 
Friday; 20 -minute parking from 9 
AM to 3 PM Monday through Friday. 
Within the City of Cudahy, on -street 
parking is generally permitt ed on 
Atlantic Avenue for the southbound 
approach only. 

ƀ Firestone Boulevard  is separated by 
raised medians. This roadway is a 
designated truck route. The speed 
limit is 35 mph in the project vicinity. 
South Gate General Plan 2035 has 
identified in the Im plementation 
Actions that Firestone Boulevard 
should be widened to a minimum of 
eight lanes (excluding left turns) 
between Atlantic Avenue and 
Garfield Avenue. On-street parking is 
permitted for both approaches on 
Firestone Boulevard between Atlantic 
Avenue and the railroad. 

 

Passenger vehicle trips are estimated 
utilizing the rates and methodologies 
outlined in  ñTrip Generation, 11th 
Editionò, published by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers  (ITE). Truck 
trips generated by the project are 
converted into passenger car 
equivalents (PCE) utilizing the 
methodology of Recommended Large 
Truck Mix Percentages as provided in  
the ñCity of Fontana Truck Trip 
Generation Studyò, which is the widely 
accepted by most transportation  
authorities in  Southern California. 
With the application of PCEs, the 
project is expected to generate 82 
inbound and 23 outbound trips in the 
AM peak hour, 31 inbound and 81 
outbound trips in the PM peak  hour, 
and 2,002 daily trips.  

The proposed project, a high cube 
storage warehouse (ITE Code 157) 
represents a maximum worst case, 
compared to a conventional warehouse 
(ITE Code 150). The total daily trip rate 
for a high cube storage warehouse used 
in Table 3-16 was 2.12 trips per 1,000 
square feet of floor area compared to 
0.19 trips per day for a conventional 
warehouse.  

 
Traffic  volumes at the study 
intersections for existing conditions  
plus project are shown  in  Exhibits  3-
14 and 3-15,respectively. The level 
of service and delays are shown in  
Table 3-15. The analysis worksheets 
can be found in Appendix C of the 
Traffic Study. All study intersections 
operate at LOS D or better in  the AM 
and PM peak hours except for  the 
following  intersection:  

¶ Atlantic  Ave at Patata St/Salt  Lake 
Ave (#6):  LOS F in  the PM peak 
hour 

¶ Atlantic  Ave at Firestone Blvd (#8):  
LOS E in the AM and PM peak hour  

¶ Firestone Blvd at Rayo Ave (#12): 
LOS E in  the AM and PM peak hour 

 
Project traffic is expected to result in  an 
operational  deficiency at the following 
intersection:  #6 Atlantic  Avenue at 
Patata Street /  Salt Lake Avenue in the 
PM peak hour. 

 

Conclusions: Operational deficiency 
analysis based on opening year (2024) 
conditions in the AM and  PM peak 
hours are shown in Tables 3-18 and 3-
19, respectively. Project traffic is 
expected to result in  operational  
deficiency at the following intersection: 
#6 Atlantic  Avenue at Patata Street /  
Salt Lake Avenue in  the PM peak hour.  
 
Mitigation Measures: The following  
mitigation  measures are recommended: 

Intersection  (#6)  of Atlantic  Avenue 
and Patata Street /  Salt Lake 
Avenue: 

¶ Re-stripe Salt Lake Avenue for 
the eastbound traffic  to provide 
a shared right - thru -left  turn  lane 
and an exclusive right -turn  lane. 

¶ Re-stripe Patata Street for 
westbound traffic  to provide a 
shared right -thru -left  turn  lane 
and an exclusive left -turn  lane. 
 

Significance after Mitigation: No 
significant impacts would occur upon 
implementation of the mitigation.  
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The Gabrieleño ethnographic accounts 
of Native Americans indicate that the 
Gabrieleño once occupied the region that 
encompasses the project area. At the time 
of contact with Europeans, the Tongva 
were the main occupants of the southern 
Channel Islands, the Los Angeles Basin, 
much of Orange County, and extended as 
far east as the western San Bernardino 
Valley. The term ñGabriele¶oò came from 
the groupôs association with Mission San 
Gabriel Arcángel, established in 1771. 
However, today the group prefers to be 
known by their ancestral name, Tongva. 
The Tongva are believed to have been one 
of the most populous and wealthy Native 
American tribes in Southern California 
prior to European contact, second only to 
the Chumash. The Tongva occupied 
numerous villages with populations 
ranging from 50 to 200 inh abitants. 
Residential structures within the villages 
were domed, circular, and made from 
thatched tule or other available wood. 
Tongva society was organized by kinship 
groups, with each group composed of 
several related families who together 
owned hunting and gathering territories. 
By the late 18th Century, the Tongva 
population had significantly dwindled due 
to the introduction of diseases and dietary 
deficiencies. Tongva communities near the 
missions disintegrated as individuals 
succumbed to Spanish control, fled the 
region, or died. Later, many of the Tongva 
fell into indentured servitude to Anglo -
Americans. By the early 1900s, few Tongva 
people had survived and much of their 
culture had been lost though by the 1970s, 
a revival of the Tongva culture began 
which continues today with growing 
interest and support.  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 
the site was assessed for the projectôs 
potential for an adverse impact on known 
and potential cultural resources at the 
project site. Results from the SCCIC 
indicate that two recorded historic 
resources are within the 0.5-mile search 
radius of the project site, none of which are 
located within the project boundaries. Of 
the seven area-specific survey reports on 
file within the 0.5 -mile radius; one report 
(LA-11993) addresses the project site, and 
two reports (LA -08255 and LA-04834) are 
immediately south of the project 
boundaries. This indicates that the project 
site has previously been surveyed for 
cultural resources. No additional cultural 
resources were identified within the 
project site boundaries. The NAHC Sacred 
Lands File search reported negative results 
for Native American cultural resources.  

On August 12, 2021, FCS sent a request 
to the NAHC to determine whether any 
sacred sites are listed on its Sacred Lands 
File for the project site. A response was 
received on October 12, 2021, indicating 
that the Sacred Lands File search failed to 
locate the presence of Native American 
cultural resources within the project site. 
The NAHC included a list of eight tribal  
representatives available for consultation. 
To ensure that all Native American 
knowledge and concerns over potential 
TCRs that may be affected by 
implementation of the proposed project 
are addressed, a letter containing project 
information and requesting additional 
information was sent to each tribal 
representative on October 15, 2021 
pursuant to the requirements of AB -52. 
One response was received on October 15, 
2021, from the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians -Kizh Nation requesting Lead 
Agency contact information for the City of 
South Gate. No additional responses have 
been received to date and the mandatory 
30-3ay consultation period has expired. 

Based on the results of the records 
searches, archival research, tribal 
correspondence, and the pedestrian 
survey, the survey considered the potential 
for the proposed project to have an adverse 
effect on historic or prehistoric cultural 
resources to be low to moderate.  

 

Conclusions: Based on the results 
of the records searches, archival 
research, tribal correspondence, and 
the pedestrian survey, no impacts on 
tribal cultural resources would result  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation is required.  

Significance after Mitigation:  
No impacts would occur. 
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts (continued)  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Utilities & Service Systems 

The City of South Gate manages and 
operates wells, conduits, pipes, fire 
hydrants, and reservoirs. The water system 
in South Gate is regulated through federal 
law, state law, the South Gate Municipal 
Code, and court decisions. The City has a 
total of 16,218 metered connections. 
Seventy-six percent of water is used by 
residential users, ten percent commercial, 
seven percent industrial, three percent 
public/institutional, and three p ercent 
other users. The City of South Gate uses 
groundwater from the City wells as its 
primary source. Water generated from 
wells is chlorinated and distributed to City 
customers or stored in reservoirs. The total 
capacity of both active and stand-by wells 
is 32.97 million gallons per day (MGD), or 
101.19 acre-feet per day. 

The sewer system is managed by the 
Cityôs Public Works Department and 
consists of approximately 120 miles of 
gravity sewer lines. Nearly all sewer 
pipelines within the City are made of 
concrete or vitrified clay. The pipelines 
range in diameter from 4 -inch to 27-inch, 
with majority 8 -inches in diameter. The 
current sewer system age ranges from 40 
years to over 90 years old. Approximately 
96 miles of pipeline were relined with 
cured-in-place piping (CIPP) between 
2002 and present. There are 
approximately 2,400 manholes within the 
system and no lift stations. Generally, 
sewer flows within the City flow by gravity 
from north to south. Approximately 99 
percent of local wastewater flows discharge 
into LACSD facilities for transportation, 
treatment, and disposal. The remaining 
one percent of total sewage passes into the 
City of Paramount system and is then 
discharged into LACSD facilities 

The City has a Refuse Collection and 
Recycling Services Franchise Agreement 
with Waste Management USA Waste of 
California, Inc., (Waste Management). A 
majority of solid waste is disposed at either 
Class III landfills (municipal solid waste 
facilities), which are facilities for non -
hazardous household waste, or unclassified 
(inert) landfills that accept materials such 
as soil, concrete, asphalt, and other 
construction and demolition debris. Waste 
Management operates a transfer station in 
South Gate and uses specific landfills for 
residential and commercial/industri al 
wastes: Bradley Landfill, Downtown 
Diversions, Inc., El Sobrante Landfill, Nu -
Way Live Oak Reclamation, Inc., Southeast 
Recovery Resource Facility City of Long 
Beach-Energy Recovery Bureau, and 
Synagro Regional Composting Facility.  

There are no existing wastewater 
treatment plants, electric power plants, 
telecommunications facilities, or natural 
gas facilities located on-site. Therefore, the 
projectôs implementation will not require 
the relocation of any of the aforementioned 
facilities. In addition, th e increase in 
demand for water disposal, water, and 
wastewater treatment services can be 
adequately handled and no expansion of 
these services is required.  As a result, no 
impacts will occur.  

The proposed project is projected to 
consume 21,771 gallons of water on a daily 
basis. The current Citywide annual 
demand is approximately 6,800 acre-feet 
per year. The proposed project would 
consume 24.5 acre feet per year This 
project consumption represents less than 
0.4% the total water consumed Citywide 
on an annual basis. The proposed project 
would connect to an existing 16 to 24 inch 
water main located in Atlantic Avenue or 
an existing 10-inch water line that extends 
into the site. 

Although some minor increase in the 
demand for domestic water may occur as a 
result of the proposed development, the 
increase would not be significant and 
adequate water supplies and facilities are 
available to serve the proposed project. 
The future water consumption does not 
take into account the previous water 
consumption rates related to the former 
use. Even though the demand for water 
generated by the proposed project will not 
exceed City water supplies, the proposed 
project should incorporate features that 
aim to reduce water consumption on a 
larger scale. These features would include 
xeriscape landscaping and water 
conserving-plumbing fixtures. These 
measures are required in all new 
construction as part of the Cityôs Low 
Impact Development requirements . As a 
result, the impacts are considered to be 
less than significant and no mitigation is 
required.   

 
 

Conclusions: The analysis 
determined that the proposed 
projectôs implementation would not 
result in any impact with respect to 
water consumption. As a result, the 
impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation is required.  

Significance after Mitigation:  
The impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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Table 1 1  
Summary of Impacts (continued)  

Environmental Setting Impacts Conclusions 

Wildfire Impacts 

The proposed project involves the 
construction and operation of a new 
warehouse and manufacturing  facility 
(refer to Section 2.3) within an urban area 
of the City of South Gate. The proposed 
project is not located on any lands that are 
classified as being located within a high 
fire hazard area. The proposed project 
would not involve the closure or alteration 
of any existing evacuation routes. As a 
result, no impacts will occur.   

There is no risk from wildfire within the 
project site or the surrounding are a given 
the project siteôs distance from any area 
that may be subject to a wildfire event. In 
addition, the proposed project will replace 
dilapidated land cover. As a result, no 
impacts will occur . 

 

Conclusions: The analysis 
determined that the proposed 
projectôs implementation would not 
result in any impact.  

Mitigation Measures: No 
mitigation is required since no 
impacts were identified.  

Significance after Mitigation:  
No impacts would occur. 

 

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning  
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SECTION 2  PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed project site is located within the corporate boundaries of the City of South Gate. The City of 

South Gate is located approximately ten miles southeast of downtown Los Angeles and 13.5 miles north of the 

port of Long Beach. The City of South Gate is bounded by the cities of Huntington Park, Cudahy, and Bell 

Gardens on the north; unincorporated Los Angeles County areas to the west; Lynwood and Paramount on the 

south; and Downey to the east. The location of South Gate in a regional context is shown in Exhibit 2-1. A 

citywide map is provided in Exhibit 2-2. The siteôs latitude and longitude are 33Á95'56ӸȢ75" N, ï118Á 76Á66'29" 

W.5 The 27.12-acre project site is located at 5037 Patata Street, within the northeastern portion of the City of 

South Gate (refer to Exhibit 2-2). The applicable Assessorôs Parcel Number (APN) 6224-031-003. A local map 

is provided in Exhibit 2-3. 

The project site is located in the northeastern corner of the City of South Gate that consists of manufacturing 

and distribution uses. Residential development extends along the northern boundary of the project site within 

the corporate boundaries of the City of Cudahy. A vicinity map of the project site is provided in Exhibit2-3. 

The project site is generally bounded by the Los Angeles River along the eastern side, Patata Street and the 

Union Pacific Railroad (Patata Industrial Leadline) is located to the south, an industrial property and Wilcox 

Avenue is located to the west, and the aforementioned residential neighborhood is located to the north. Local 

access to the project site is provided by Patata Street, which connects to Atlantic Avenue, located 

approximately 0.30 mile to the west of the project site. Atlantic Avenue provides access to I-710 via Firestone 

Boulevard. 

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is located in the midst of an urbanized area. An aerial photograph of the project site and the 

surrounding area is provided in Exhibit 2 -4. Photographs of the project site and the surrounding area are 

shown in Exhibits 2 -5 through 2-10. Surrounding uses in the vicinity of the project site are described below: 

ƀ North of the Project Site. Residential properties are located to the north of the project site. These units 

are located in the City of Cudahy and extend along both sides of Fostoria Street.6  

ƀ South of the Project Site. Industrial uses are located adjacent to the project site to the south of the 

Patata Street right-of-way. These uses are located within the City of South Gate. A spur track separates 

the site from the adjacent industrial uses to the south and this line is still active.7 

 

 

 
5   Google Maps. Website accessed on February 22, 2022 and Site Surveys conducted by Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.  
 
6 Google Maps. Website accessed on February 22, 2022 
 
7 Ibid.  
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EXHIBIT 2-1 

REGIONAL L OCATION  
Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning  
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 EXHIBIT 2-2 
CITYWIDE M AP  

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning  
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EXHIBIT 2-3 
L OCAL M AP  

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning  

..  


